&, PLANNING COMMISSION
(@=>3) AGENDA REPORT 7.3

gl 'I MEETING DATE: FEBRUARY 25, 2008 ITEM NUMBER:

SUBJECT: PLANNING APPLICATION PA-07-48
378 COSTA MESA STREET

DATE: FEBRUARY 14, 2008

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: MEL LEE, AICP, SENIOR PLANNER
(714) 754-5611

DESCRIPTION

The applicants are requesting approval of variances from rear yard setback, rear yard
coverage, and open space requirements, and an administrative adjustment for reduced
side yard setbacks, to legalize a detached garage and granny unit, with a minor design
review for a proposed second story addition to the main residence that does not meet the
City’s Residential Design Guidelines, as well as minor modifications to allow first- and
second-story encroachments into the front yard setback.

APPLICANT

The applicants are Richard and Wendy Schones, authorized agents for Gary Schones,
the owner of the property.

RECOMMENDATION

Approve by adoption of the attached resolution, subject to conditions.

MEL LEE, AICP KIMBERLY BRANDIT, AICP
Senior Planner Asst. Development Services Director




PLANNING APPLICATION SUMMARY

Location: 378 Costa Mesa Street

Application: _PA-07-48

Request: Variances from rear setback requirements, rear yard coverage, and open space, and an administrative
adjustment for reduced side yard setbacks, to legalize a detached garage and granny unit. Also
included is a minor design review for a propased second story addition to the main residence that does
not meet the City's Residential Design Guidelines, as well as minor modifications to allow first- and
second-story encroachments into the front yard sethack.

SUBJECT PROPERTY:

Zone: R1 (Single Family Residential)

General Plan: Low Densily Residential

Lot Dimensions: 605 FT X 126 FT

Lot Area: 7,562 SF

Existing Development:

SURROUNDING PROPERTY:
North: Surrounding properties are
South: _zoned R1 Single-Family Residential
East: and contain
West: residences.

car garage and granny unit.

A cone-story single family residence with an attached one-car garage and a detached two-

DEVELOPMENT STANDARD COMPARISCN

Development Standard Code Requirement Proposed/Provided
Density:
Zone 1 du: 6,000 SF 1 du: 7,562 SF {1)
General Plan 1 du:5,445 SF
Building Coverage:
Building — Existing 34% {2,603 SF)
Building — Addition 9% (700 SF)
Paving/Driveways 20% (1,545 SF)
TOTAL — Coverage 64% (4,848 SF}
Open Space 40% (3,025 SF) 36% (2,714 SF) (2)
Building Height: 2 stories/27 FT 2 stories/27 FT, 8 IN (3)
Chimney Heighl: 29 FT 27 FT,8IN
Ratio of 2nd Floor to 1st Floor {4} 80% 90% (5)
Setbacks (Main Residence):
Front 20FT 16 FT (6}
Side (left/right) — 1st story 5 FT/8 FT 3FT{FY10FT,6IN

Side {left/right) — 2nd story (4)

10 FT Avg.10 FT Avg.

10 FT Avg.10.5 FT Avg.

Rear 10 FT {1 Story)/20 FT (2 Story) 56 FT
Setbacks (Detached Residence and Garage):

Front 20FT 96 FT

Side (left/right) — 1st story 5 FT/5 FT 3FT.2IN/3FT,4IN(2)

Rear 10FT 3FT,2IN(2)
Distance Between Buildings 10FT 29FT,11IN
Rear Yard Coverage 25% Max. 76% (2)
Parking:

Covered 2 3

Open 4 3

TOTAL 6 6

(1} Per State law, granny units, as a type of second unit, are not considered to exceed the allowable density for
residentially-zoned properties (Government Code Section 65852.2).

{2} Variances and/or Administrafive Adjustments requested.

(3} [If approved, building height will be required to not exceed 27 FT.

{4) Residential Design Guideline.

(5) Exceeds Residential Design Guideline — see staff report discussion.

{6} Minor Modification requested.
{7} Legal nonconforming.

CEQA Status

Exempt, Class 1 (Existing Faciliies)

Final Action Planning Commission
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PA-07-48

BACKGROUND

The property contains a one-story, three-bedroom, 1,095 square-foot single-family
residence with an attached 194 square-foot one car garage1. According to the applicant,
the main residence was constructed in the late 1940’s; County Assessors records
confirm the main residence was constructed in 1948. Because the residence was
constructed prior to the City's incorporation in 1853, the City does not have copies of the
original building permit.

A detached, one-story, two-bedroom, 828 square-foot granny unit with an attached 486
square-foot two-car garage exists at the rear of the property. According to the applicant,
this building was constructed in the early 1960’s, after the City's incorporation. However,
the City has no record of a permit for this building.

ANALYSIS

The applicant is proposing to expand the first floor of the main residence by 700 square
feet by enlarging the family room and kitchen, and to construct a second-story addition
consisting of 5 bedrooms and 4 bathrooms. The applicant is also proposing to legalize
the detached granny unit and garage. The following entittements are requested:

e Variance from rear yard setback requirements for the granny unit (10 feet required; 3
feet, 2 inches existing),

e Variance from rear yard coverage requirements for the granny unit (25% maximum
coverage allowed; 76% coverage existing);

Variance from minimum open space requirements {40% allowed; 36% proposed),
Administrative Adjustments from side yard setback requirements for the granny unit (5
feet allowed; 3 feet, 2 inches and 3 feet, 4 inches existing);

» Minor Design Review for the second story addition, which exceeds the 80% second-
floor to first-floor ratio recommended in the City’'s Residential Design Guidelines (90%
second- floor to first-floor ratio proposed);

« Minor Modifications to allow first- and second-story encroachments into the required
front yard setback (20 feet required; 16 feet proposed).

Variance and Administrative Adjustments

Code Section 13-29(g)(1) allows granting a variance where special circumstances
applicable fo the property exist, such as an unusual lot size, lot shape, topography, or
similar features, and where strict application of the zoning ordinance would deprive the
property owner of privileges enjoyed by owners of other properties in the vicinity under
an identical zoning classification. Other factors (such as existing site improvements)
may also be considered.

Although there are no special circumstances applicable to the property, which is
rectanguiar and flat, staff is of the opinion that approval of the variances and
administrative adjustments is justified because the structure has not adversely impacted

' The garage door was filled in with a solid wall and window; if approved, the applicant will be required to
install an operable garage door.



PA-07-48

the surrounding properties in the 40-plus years it was built. Furthermore, the property
complies with the other requirements for a granny unit, such as maximum size of the unit
{1,200 square feet allowed, excluding the garage; 828 square feet existing) and on-site
parking (6 on-site spaces required, including the main residence, 6 on-site spaces
provided). Additionally, State law encourages the development of second units such as
granny units and accessory apartments, as an alternative form of housing (Government
Code Section 65852.150). The granny unit appears to be structurally sound and the City
has no record of Code Enforcement complaints related to the unit. Based on these
factors, it is staffs opinion that there is sufficient justification for approval of the
deviations.

The applicant will be required to obtain all necessary building permits and inspections for
the granny unit and garage prior to building final of the additions proposed for the main
residence, including the removal of the existing kitchen, bathroom, and office windows on
the side and rear elevations in order to comply with the Building Code®. The removal of
these windows will also reduce privacy impacts on the abutting properties. The applicant
will also be required to upgrade the appearance of the structure to match the main
residence. Finally, the applicant will be required to record a Land Use Restriction (LUR)
fo, amongst other requirements, limit the occupancy of the unit two a maximum of two
persons 62 years of age or older.

Minor Design Review

The City’s Residential Design Guidelines recommends maximum second-story floor
area to not exceed 80% of the first floor (90% is proposed for the new second story). It
is staff's opinion that the design of the addition complies with the intent of the City’s
Residential Design Guidelines because the proposed second story incorporates
variation in rooflines and architectural articulation to create visual interest. Privacy of
the adjoining neighbors will not be negatively impacted because the second floor
windows have been placed to minimize visibility into the abutting yards on the adjoining
properties.

Minor Modification

It is staff's opinion that there is basis to support the minor modification to allow the
reduction in the front setback because the proposed first- and second-story
encroachments do not extend the entire length of the front elevation; 13 feet of the 45-
foot long front elevation is sethack 17 feet from the front property line, and 8 feet is
setback 16 feet from the front property line; the remaining 24 feet of the front elevation
will be set back at least 20 feet from the front property line. Because the applicant is
remodeling the existing house, which cannot be set back further from the front property
line, the proposed encroachments will also provide visual interest to the front of the
house.

? California Building Code does not allow wall openings within 5 feet of a property line.
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GENERAL PLAN CONFORMITY

The property has a general plan designation of Low Density Residential. Under State
law, granny units are not considered to exceed the allowable density for residentially-
zoned properties. Therefore, the use and density conforms to the City’s General Plan.

ALTERNATIVES

The Planning Commission has the following altematives:

1. Approve the project with the appropriate findings as recommended by staff; or

2. Deny the project. The applicant could not submit substantially the same type of

application for six months.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

The project is exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act
under Section 15301 for Existing Facilities.

CONCLUSION

It is staffs opinion that the project, as conditioned, will be compatible with surrounding
properties. Therefore, staff recommends approval of the project.

Attachments: Draft Planning Commission Resolution
Exhibit “A” - Draft Findings
Exhibit “B” - Draft Conditions of Approval
Applicant’s Project Description and Justification
Correspondence Received from Public
Zoning Map/Location Map
Plans

cc:  Deputy City Manager - Dev. Svs. Director
Deputy City Attorney
Assistant City Engineer
Fire Protection Analyst
Staff (4)
File (2)

Richard and Wendy Schones
378 Costa Mesa Street
Costa Mesa, CA 92627

Gary F. Schones
2140 Jefferson
Riverside, CA 92504

[_File: 022508PA0748 { Date: 021408 [ Time: 2:30 p.m.
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RESOLUTION NO. PC-08

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE
CITY OF COSTA MESA APPROVING PLANNING
APPLICATION PA-07-48

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF COSTA MESA HEREBY
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

WHEREAS, an application was filed by was filed by Richard and Wendy
Schones, representing Gary F. Schones, owner of real property located at 378 Costa
Mesa Street, requesting approval of variances from rear yard setback, rear yard
coverage, and open space requirements, and administrative adjustments for reduced side
yard setbacks, to legalize a detached garage and granny unit, with a minor design review
for a proposed second story addition to the main residence that does not meet the City’s
Residential Design Guidelines, as well as minor modifications to allow first and second
story encroachments into the front yard setback; and

WHEREAS, a duly noticed public hearing was held by the Planning Commission
on February 25, 2008.

BE IT RESOLVED that, based on the evidence in the record and the findings
contained in Exhibit "A”, the Planning Commission hereby APPROVES PA-07-48 with
respect to the property described above.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Costa Mesa Planning Commission does
hereby find and determine that adoption of this Resolution is expressly predicaied upon
the activity as described in the staff report for Planning Application PA-07-48 and upon
applicant's compliance with each and all of the conditions contained in Exhibit “B” as well
as with compliance of all applicable federal, state, and local laws. Any approval granted
by this resolution shall be subject to review, modification or revocation if there is a
material change that occurs in the operation, or if the applicant fails to comply with any of
the conditions of approval.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 25th day of February, 2008.

Donn Hall, Chair
Costa Mesa Planning Commission



STATE OF CALIFORNIA)
Jss
COUNTY OF ORANGE )

1, Kimberly Brandt, secretary to the Planning Commission of the City of Costa
Mesa, do hereby cerify that the foregoing Resolution was passed and adopted at a
meeting of the City of Costa Mesa Planning Commission held on February 25, 2008, by
the following votes:

AYES: COMMISSIONERS
NOES: COMMISSIONERS
ABSENT: COMMISSIONERS

ABSTAIN: COMMISSIONERS

Secretary, Costa Mesa
Planning Commission
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EXHIBIT “A”

FINDINGS

A. The proposed project complies with Costa Mesa Municipal Code Section 13-29(e)
because:

1. The proposed use is compatible and harmonious with uses on surrounding
properties.

2. Safety and compatibility of the design of the parking areas, landscaping,
luminaries, and other site features including functional aspects of the site
development such as automobile and pedestrian circulation have been
considered.

3. The project, as conditioned, is consistent with the General Plan.

4. The planning application is for a project-specific case and does not establish a
precedent for future development.

B. The information presented complies with Section 13-29(g)(1) of the Costa Mesa
Municipal Code in that special circumstances applicable to the property exist to
justify granting of the variances from rear yard setback requirements, rear yard
coverage requirements, minimum open space requirements, as well as the
administrative adjustment from side yard setback requirements. Specifically, the
property complies with the other requirements to accommodate a granny unit, such
as maximum size of the unit and on-site parking. The second unit also appears to
be structurally sound and the City has no record of Code Enforcement complaints
related to the unit.

C. The information presented substantially complies with Costa Mesa Municipal Code
Section 13-29(g)(14) in that the proposed development complies with the City of
Costa Mesa Zoning Code and meets the purpose and intent of the Residential
Design Guidelines, which are intended to promote design excellence in new
residential construction, with consideration being given to compatibility with the
established residential community. This design review includes site planning,
preservation of overall open space, landscaping, appearance, mass and scale of
structures, location of windows, varied roof forms and roof plane breaks, and any
other applicable design features. Specifically, aithough the second floor does not
comply with the 80% second floor to first floor ratio recommended in the City’s
Residential Design Guidelines, the proposed second story incorporates variation in
rooflines and architectural articulation to create visual interest. Privacy of the
adjoining neighbors will not be negatively impacted because the second floor
windows have been placed to minimize visibility into the abutting yards on the
adjoining properties.

D. The information presented complies with Costa Mesa Municipal Code Section 13-
29(g)(6) with regard to the minor modification because granting the minor
modification will not be materially detrimental to the health, safety, and general
welfare of persons residing within the immediate vicinity of the project or to

1



APPL. PA-07-48

property and improvements within the neighborhood. The improvement enhances
the design of the existing and anticipated development in the vicinity. Specifically,
the encroachments on the first and second floor do not extend the entire length of
the front elevation and over half of the front elevation complies with the required
front setback. The proposed encroachments will also provide visual interest to the
front of the house

The project has been reviewed for compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines; and the City environmental procedures,
and has been found to be exempt from CEQA under Section 15301 for Existing
Facilities.

The project is exempt from Chapter 1X, Article 11, Transportation System
Management, of Title 13 of the Costa Mesa Municipal Code.



APPL. PA-07-48

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Ping.

1.

10.

Address assignment shali be requested from the Planning Division prior
to submittal of working drawings for plan check. The approved address
of individual units, suites, buildings, etc, shall be blueprinted on the site
plan and on all floor plans in the working drawings.

The granny unit and the second-story addition shall be architecturally
compatible with regard to building materials, style, colors, etc. Plans
submitted for plan check shall indicate how this will be accomplished.

No modification(s) of the approved building elevations including, but not
limited to, changes that increase the building height, removal of building
articulation, or a change of the finish material(s), shall be made during
construction without prior Planning Division written approval. Failure to
obtain prior Planning Division approval of the modification could result in
the requirement of the applicant to (re)process the modification through
a discretionary review process such as a minor design review or a
variance, or in the requirement to modify the construction to reflect the
approved plans.

The applicant shall contact the current cable company prior to issuance
of building permits to arrange for pre-wiring for future cable
communication service.

The conditions of approval, ordinance and code provisions of PA-07-48
shall be blueprinted on the face of the site plan.

Any future second-floor windows shall be reviewed and approved by the
Planning Division prior to installation. The windows shall be designed
and placed to minimize direct lines-of-sight into windows on adjacent
neighboring properties and to minimize visibility into abutting residential
side and rear yards. Every effort shall be made to maintain the privacy of
abutting property owners.

The applicant shall contact the Planning Division to arrange Planning
inspection of the site prior to the release of occupancy/utilities. This
inspection is to confim that the conditions of approval and code
requirements have been satisfied.

Demolition permits for existing structures shall be obtained and all work
and inspections completed prior to final building inspections. Applicant is
notified that written notice to the Air Quality Management District may be
required ten (10) days prior to demolition.

Existing mature vegetation shall be retained wherever possibie. Should
it be necessary to remove existing vegetation, the applicant shall submit
a written request and justification to the Planning Division. A report from
a California licensed arborist may be required as part of the justification.
Replacement trees shall be of a size consistent with trees to be
removed, and shall be replaced on a 1-to-1 basis. This condition shall
be completed under the direction of the Planning Division.

Construction, grading, materials delivery, equipment operation or other
noise-generating activity shall be limited to between the hours of 7 a.m.
and 8 p.m., Monday through Friday, and befween the hours of 8 a.m.

|0
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

APPL. PA-07-48

and 6 p.m. on Saturday. Construction is prohibited on Sundays and
Federal holidays. Exceptions may be made for activities that will not
generate noise audible from off-site, such as painting and other quiet
interior work.

The granny unit shall be served from the same utility meters (electric, gas
and water) as the main dwelling unit on the property.

A land use restriction, executed by and between the applicant and the
City of Costa Mesa, shall be recorded prior to the issuance of building
permits. This land use restriction shall inform future property owners that
the granny unit shall be occupied by no more than two residents, each of
whom is no less than 62 years of age, and that one of the units on the
subject property shall be owner occupied. Applicant shall submit to the
Planning Division a copy of the legal description for the property, and
either a lot book report or current title report identifying the current legal
property owner so that the document may be prepared.

The applicant shall replace the existing solid wall and window for the
attached one car-garage for the main residence with an operable
garage door.

The applicant shall obtain all necessary permits and inspections, and
make any other modifications as required by the California Building
Code for the detached granny unit and garage, prior to building final of
the second-story addition to the main residence.

Maintain the public right-of-way in a “wet-down” condition to prevent
excessive dust and promptly remove any spillage from the public right-
of-way by sweeping or sprinkling.

"



Application letter for

378 Costa Mesa St. Costa Mesa, CA 92627

Owner: Gary Schones
Agent/Applicants: Richard and Wendy Schones

November 20, 2007

We are requesting a plan check at the aforementioned address. We would greatly
appreciate your favorable consideration of an addition and remodel to our current residence.

The property is 125 feet deep by 60.5 feet wide totaling 7,562.5 square feet. On the front of
the property sits a residence. The rear of the property sits a mother-in-law quarters that is
828 square feet with an attached two car garage that is 486 square feet. The whole
structure is 1,314 square feet.

Currently the existing house that sits on the front of the property is three bedrooms, 1 bath,
approximately 1095 square foot, one story single family residence.

The first floor will increase in size to 2,174 square feet as we will be adding approximately
1,079 square feet to the first floor, this number includes the new addition (700 square feet),
existing garage (194 square feet), front entry porch (32 square feet), covered patio (153
square feet). This square footage includes the kitchen, breakfast nook, family room, formal
dining, den, quarter bath, single car garage, front porch and covered patio.

Our proposed plan is to add a 1,790 square foot second floor. To the second floor we will be
adding five bedrooms and four bathrooms to accommodate our family of six.

In total the proposed addition and remodel will have five bedrooms, five bathrooms and
increase in size to approximately 3,964 square feet. Lot coverage (proposed): 1,314 square
feet (mother-in-law quarters and garage) plus 2,174 square feet (proposed new ground
floor) is 3,488 square feet. Lot size is 7,562 square feet giving us 46.12% lot coverage. Total
garage square footage will be 680 square feet.

This property was originally purchased in 1946 by my grandparents, Joe and Harriet
Schones. My father, Gary Schones, inherited the property in 2006.

We are requesting a variance to bring our mother-in-law quarters and garage to legal
nonconforming status also a minor conditional use permit to allow for a legal nonconforming
bathroom in the mother-in-law quarters. Finally we are requesting a minor modification for a
seventeen foot setback for the proposed second story and first floor, second floor ratio slight
increase to 82%.

/2



4. Variance request: The mother-in-law quarters and garage (hereafter known as
structure) was built by the original owner circa 1961. The location of the structure is
set to the rear of the lot out of sight as viewed from the street. | have been informed
recently that permits were not pulled, which from speaking to long time residents on
my block say was common practice for the time. The setback is 3 feet 2 inches (10
feet is code) and the offsets are 3 feet 2 inches on the west and 3 feet 4 inches on
the east (5 feet is code). These dimensions are clearly defined on the site plans as
well as the dimensions of the structure. As a side note, the neighbor directly behind
us has a standard 6 foot tall fence with an additional 3 foot lattice. They also have
thick foliage type trees that block their view of the structure. The neighbors to the
east, west and comers do not have direct view of the structure. We respectfully
request consideration for the structure to be designated as legal nonconforming.
Granting the variance will maintain the integrity of the property as well as the
neighborhood as surrounding neighbors have similar structures with similar uses on

their property.

2. Minor Conditional Use Permit: We request a minor conditional use pemit for the
bathroom that is in the structure. The bathroom and plumbing is functional without
any defects and well within code. Granting the condifionall use pemmit will not be
detrimental to the health, safety and general welfare of the public or other properties

3. Minor Modification: We are proposing to add a second floor to our existing house to
accommodate our family of six. A small piece of the second floor will encroach into
the front offset three feet. Making the set back of this area 17 feet from the property
line (20 feet is code) or 22 feet from the face of the curb. The area beneath will be a
front entry porch. The special circumstance is the curb line drops into our property
line approximately 18 inches as compared to our neighbor just east of us. So

Wmm«mﬂyemmﬂwghyegm inches._ Allowing Hhis manor
modification is in line with the cities building codes of having various elevation angles.

The proposed modification is compatible and harmonious with uses both onsite as
well as those on surrounding properties. We have full support of our immediate
neighbors as this will add elegance to the neighborhood and increased property
values.

4. Minor Modification: The ratio of the proposed first floor (2,174 square feet) and
proposed second floor (1,790 square feet) is 82% (code is 80%). We respectfully
request this minor modification.

We appreciate your attention regarding this manner.

Sincerely,

Richard T. Schones, D.C. and Wendy Schones

/3
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RECEIVED
CITY OF COSTA MESA

From: sylvia marsen [mailto:sylviamarson@sbcglobal.net] TSI APMENT SERVINES NEDARTRIEAT

Sent: Saturday, February 02, 2008 12:47 PM
To: PLANNING COMMISSION FEB -4 2008
Subject: Ping App PA-07-48 Schones

To Donn Hall and Costa Mesa Planning Commission,

Please read the article in today’s Daily Pilot as it discusses the importance-of permeable soil and
landscaping to recharge ground water. This is one of the variances requested in the application-
to allow more covered yard.

There are four issues in this application: setbacks, yard coverage, building height and illegal
granny unit. 1 am opposed to the City approving variances for such things as reducing side and
front setbacks, increased cement yard coverage and exceeding building heights (second to first
floor ratio) and legalizing granny units. All these thing add to the already increased density of
our neighborhoods and contribute to increased noise, cars and traffic. It also makes the
neighborhoods look too crowded and is esthetically unpleasing.

We built an addition to our house twenty years ago and did not get any variances and we
followed all regulations and I must say the house is perfectly fine and not over built
(McMansions). There is no need for anyone to get a variance on the development requirements
as you can build a very adequate house within requirements.

The only variances that would be necessary are those minor issues that create hardships. I do not
believe any of the items in the application sound like hardship items. If they can afford to
remodel, they can afford to do it right.

I am opposed to approving all variances in this application.

Please reply to this email to confirm receipt of this letter. Thank you.

S.Marson
339 Walnut
CM

02/04/2008 { g
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D. B. Waite
328 E. 19", Street
Costa Mesa, CA 92627
949/642-5566

FEB -5 7008

Costa Mesa Planning Commission
Public Hearing Monday, February 11, 2008

RE: Planning Application PA-07-48
378 Costa Mesa St
Costa Mesa, CA 92627

My name is D. B. Waite and | have lived at 328 E. 19" Street
for forty years. All the property east of Santa Ana Avenue to
Irvine Avenue is Zoned for R-1. Regarding the Planning
Application PA-07-48, | am against this proposed granny
unit. (Is there a granny?) If built, the granny unit will probably
become a rental unit, the first of many “granny units” and
then evidentially the area will be rezoned to become an R-2
zone. If this is allowed to happen, the next thing will be
apartments and condos to replace homes. | am therefore
adamantly against this proposal.

16



NOTE TO FILE:

On February 11, 2008, | received a call from Art Williams, a resident at 428
Walnut Street, in opposition to the approval of any Code deviations for PA-07-48
for 378 Costa Mesa Street.

By: Mel
2/11/08

i1



§052-2Zpi99a) - {*ouUj '2ep009) Jau'es|1doaD §-200¢ (D)

[necal -
T
15
wse A E.Emﬂ M
so0 W
Jd B 5B
an B -uppregues
on B jeeRg A
gvw B
o) I EBUWEN
% B jeang
- “ U0
£ : .
L7 . SSBHPPY
v wnpey
duuoz sSseppy
pueben
e ___J

Kejds|g dep

o -

dep melAlaAD

[adeaspue ;L1 x ¢'g :#bed] {97161 9eag] [Wv #):88:01 800Z/8/C ‘PelearD] - ¥SIW VLSOO 40 ALID

esaly B3so) Jo 1D

)



909Z-721(808) - {"2u) "9/ 089) JUISI0ID 8-2002 (D)

saur]
(2R

B
-ufpeey
Jang

SalEy

bt 18858

~unSApoy
5[ BT SS8IpPY
Mo g

oULHD W pegy,
heAey SSBIPPY

Aejdsig deiy dep mainienQ

[odeospue / 1L X 6'g :9bed] [9°151 @e0g] WY 10:2€:0) 8002/8/2 ‘PRIRRID] - YSIAW YLSOD 40 ALID
esa|y 309 Jo Ao




800¢7/80/20 Tuy rosuo)dFewy/owrd/gats; dyy

auou :J00L [ oyno | 1sam | {1sea | [ winog ]| uwoN | WOLT MAA [ jnp wooz | [ ujwooz |

1Jo 1 98eq SN L, WAUWINDO(]



LZ9Z6 WD 'WSIN VLSOD

133HLS STV Y1500 BLE
NOILIQQ¥Y WOOY

oz d GeEl AL
LINE ¥ YSIN ¥LT0D

A3THES w33 VLSOO BLE
SANOHIS AMYD JHumg

hdo 314

[T

HOIFIAIY

Sk-LO-Ve

15 WA Y1500 K TN EUNR

L3

) Al A TRE
4) Nvidals
|
|
M
— A=pb
|
|
|
H A
i 2
R
. |
|
|
L
s
[
|
|
by |
H
n |
=gl
|
.|
93} $O0F 30 “IND 08D oL 2 i
ANYINdY 3000 L —
N-TH ¢ I AT Y .
< ¢ WA AL HOULDUMEHOY G _ 3
IS 5As ?3?_»&&:3 "H - = E
A5 e UMD B-H- NS Y
o5 KM s oi(l) D 1
S I D B e (1 i I
EE YL : .
X IF P H N 0 ﬁh _ IHuT I _
Y Ol
A5 0 THOFU ONOWS (] A _ _
45 S0 DO oHE0 (3 Y 5 m fau—— m
- Y1000 U005 MKk
W = 5§ LOEL A6 AT TEYNIGD (DY | T _
ol-fwaer R per Loval o 1o _ sl _
A% Mgy StinTe I 10T
Shgt=5IF {68} L ; =
ETAEE YD ¥ilm Y150 i S T PO ——— — Wy A — —— -
15 wiam wlaho M
SINDHE AN # ROW NRNddY T

SINIHYS Kivd L rL

A=

CEMEE ¥1 Y4IM YISO
15 WEIN ¥150D 94D - SEIMOY 100 |
“TRTTE, TrToAd

-

L-b =i TR

N¥1d 4004

]

L___

MO 00

L4

ST

£

A




LZHE6 vD 'WSIM Y1800
JIGHLS YSIN VLSOO 848

HITHYND MY 1 NI HIHLOW ONLLSIXE

el @il AL
IrANCY WEIH YISO
19Te0 5 VERA YASOD KR

SANCHIE AU URu])

L

Lulz @ ¢ AON

o Wi D b e Y

V53N ¥1B0D 40 ALID
G3AE034

ot W b Vaade o,

I3 KHE J43 DN WD LD
LA 100 L

L=Fd ¢ IS ATHRANO0 9
HA Odul BILHHISHED S

E e - A ReO-N-nLGe D e
- v 0 0w () ¥

a oiqung
£ ¥l Towuyg Wl 0 (T}
£ . STOML fa OUvd (M) 2
£ HOBOd i} @
45 R WO MRE (3
15 00l T B0 s (W) 8
25 BEDL Ot AHrOHD (1} ¥

¥ NI

« EWL004 YOS INUOE ¥
WU - 15 TEL AT VD TVERMG 10
200~y § Bgy BBk LSl o g0
I5 EU=StE WA ¥
wiv—5ig (g} L
19T ¥ VEDN Y1SH
1S Ysim Y130 AL
SROIE NG § HIY
TG LAYD
£Z906 ¥ YEIH WIS
1S WS WLSOD R0 ESIMIQY 0G4 )
TERNTE I

NI T
T D

15 ¥EIN WIS0D A3 3 YD

il
Lo A TN Y
O Neans
] ﬁ L1
1 .
H IS
_ I3
_ _
__ Fol
! -
_ !
! I
| k_, 1
_ .. {
| e W ONIaNd el ww
" B N i I
ﬂ v T KA m.
L | | 4
I r/ ra I
\* T EIErTY iy 5-L0 LR -—
re ) I
_ [
E _ AT “ __u
= _ B
_ GrioWoNuens |
\| H
- [ i
_ ; I
| . _
5 | [
C sl 1 B
| : 1
i i _
R |

L

Nv1d 4004 (3)

i

2]

-

R

Mo + ‘__
Y S Y | ===

Eard




B b T D=k =k X
= NOIL¥YATTI HLAOS NOILYATTI 1S3M
-
L il
[l IRl -

22928 W2 W53 YIS0D
LILE VST YIS0 BE

@
=
&
. AT ST i [
m ML BTG SRS JN0y 43 ..Q_ﬁﬁ‘__ﬁ_lnl\
=
m
m A3 =) TR =4 =01 TR
m NOILYATTI HLYON NOILYAITI 183
- T e
D
= : , -
] = o4 W YN E
3 i S _H_Hz
A

E R )
" H d-8 NOILD3S
VR p=r] ETE __ 1 I
@ i it Lo ) ——_|
1 — F E _ _/mv gwng r LUTT i DKLV [
B T n T - »
WoU BHIATE] WeOuDE (3 H
RTINS — -
H — <
233 K v ls . W B
Mﬂmm @ A s - T
HH: soso 5 v-¥ NOILD3S
m m =3 ke 13 5
g m m M B @
3
rﬂilu
i~ i 0 S . T
A=d Lor=) 3-5 _. R
A= s
D

CHQIRIASE




LEBT6 w3 'WSIN YLSOD
133415 ¥SIA ¥YLS0D BiE

NO1LIQAY WoOY

TAZLPE [ Fwil 730
ATATE WD WEIN w1500
ARLT WS IN wLI0 ML

SIANOHDIS AHWE g

o

S b

a8 RNBIADY

o MU T =
Ied L T 20 s e (8 STy
NY1d HO0Td ONNOYD LT TR
3o AL e )
iy
T
R L] FT L p o)
] =
U o Iy
Momny g
H LT ul\Mhh IIW e 0
—— . : o —_——— A
I
ez 1
! 1
N 1 —
1
MR | 1
" DI O “ WODH S 5
4 ! . 4
.I_ o= A-F A=k F ES =7
e — ¥
====37
m " TRV
4
“ L1
‘I
s n ANV
1}
- T L
o [
L) FT
=5 "
! I
i ! m
1
" ] " NAHDLIM N “ “ “ “ “
5 ooy JL i
= 3T -2t
jm. m,
i #oom [l o . POOM AT A
g
YIALD OILYY B
n N X
uwv S ’
’
i -
[ P, b
pr=r J=I I Lo I Ee] I
v

P

LA LTV
N¥1d 40074 QNOD3S
A
p - T i AL i
A
r |
-
i
L
“ ° Q T HODHIAG
24 MOOHOTE Forr HHOIDHDIE » o
3 = X Ly
L (2 !
ﬁ . m
= d - " L
R 2] .
EDUY K @ m .h
L]
| IS
E e LTV L -4 @ H
i
e
, [E Y%
_u. L3501 N TR A m. 1
N !
HE SRROONGIR | — A
| - 8
51O W
& m T3 = = =
s WOOHOIE WILEYH “
i
4 ! "
! i
" #onaEoow 3
— — i
L = 1
!
[ YNSRI SO N ——
R =z L ] F20
R




1L | Er 1AL £2926 VD ‘YSIN YLFOD §|8
z ! SPA7E ¥ VEIW VLSO L3TMLE VEIW ¥LSDD BLE b 3
o 133UUS VI VIS0 C =
T SIANGHIS AUYD TmG NOILIQAaY WOOH
#l3 L1k
;E
5
5
b
2B
/i . s [,
§£ | E
3
i / :

e, ST DLSE A
)

b3
5
Et E [l
i (== [
| &
HEHI S O
[
i
m |
O
[ S O
" i
I —r 31L&

===
=L, LN

S i=
Al -, -
e | B

T
EAST ELEVATION

L 1

=
.
——]=

o
b

s L
-

T

B e e e e by

;!F!-ﬂ-

e e
‘Eﬂ"__
zar_ _

Akt ] Far

50UTH ELEVATION

Tl M I

WEST ELEVATION

AL | e T




[R TSI L g o

CITY OF COSTA MESA
* T OPHENT SERVICES DESAATAes™

FEB 1 ¢ 7008

I3
PA-0F -4%

-

From: Fproyce@aol.com [mailto:Fproyce@aol.com]

Sent: Monday, February 18, 2008 10:12 AM

To: PLANNING COMMISSION

Cc: LEE, MEL

Subject: Planning Application PA-07-48, 378 Costa Mesa St.

Dear Ones,
We live across the street from Wendy and Rich Schones.

Please accept this email as our official request to be on the record that we SUPPORT the re-model at
378 Costa Mesa St.

We are supportive of continued up-grading of older Costa Mesa homes - and we support a fine and
healthy family life such as the Schones' provide for their children - which stabilizes our neighborhood as
well.

If we can answer any questions, feel free to contact us.
Sincerely,
Frank and Patty Royce

381 Costa Mesa St.
Costa Mesa, CA 92627

02/19/2008
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365 Costa Mesa St.
Costa Mesa

HECEIVED Calif. 92627-2354
AGLAS DFCOSTA MESA ’

| February 19,2008
FEB 27 2008
B\

City of Costa Mesa

Planning Commission

POB 1200 .
Costa Mesa

Calit. 92628-1200

Re: Planning Application PA-07-48

Gentlemen:

This is 1 vbject to the mansionization of the house to which this application applies.

House sie 1s directly related to family size, which in tum is related to the number of cars the family
has, which finally relates to traffic. The bigger the house, the more cars we can expect.

Presently. the house is sized for a small family, and we can expect the number of cars is likely to be

no more rhan four. 1f the house is expanded, a large family will in all probability occupy it sooner or
later. undl the number of cars will increase, adding to our traffic problem.

In addition. a large family means a greater load on our utilities and an increase in air pollution.

The building code, with its open space requirements, rear yard coverage requirements, and setbacks
was creaied with these problems in mind.

Please uphold the principles for which the building code was enacted and deny this application.
Yours truly,

Richard Herman



